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National Policies Towards Latin America

A4 lecture delivered by Prof. J. Q. Dealey of Brown University,
at the Naval War College

Revorr or THE Latix Coroxies

EN the thirteen colonies of the United States through revo-

Iution won their freedom from Great Britain, the autocracies
of Europe correctly foresaw that the contagion of revolutions would
spread. Spain warned France of the danger of helping revolu-
tionaries and feared the effect of a successful revolution on its own
colonies. Within ten years after peace had been declared, France
was in rebellion against its king and before long all Europe was in
turmoil. In the years 1807-8 Napoleon invaded Spain and Portugal,
Placing his brother J. erome on the throne of the former country.
] The Spanish American colonies, so long exploited by Spain under
1ts monopolistic colonial policy, seized the opportunity one after the
other to revolt, at first ostensibly against the usurper on the Spanish
throne, but finally against Spain itself, with the declared purpose of
becoming independent states. In 1815 the royal family of Portugal
fled to its great colony Brazil and established there a kingdom. In
1822 the ruler returned to Portugal and Brazil declared its inde-
Pendence, organizing as an empire and remaining so until 1889,
Vf‘hen the Emperor Dom Pedro was deposed and a Republic estab-
lished. Meantime in Spanish America, chiefly under the leadership
O.f San Martin in the south and Bolivar in the north had been estab-
lished (1) the Argentine Confederation including Uruguay and
P araguay, (2) Chile, (8) Peru including Bolivia and (4) Colombia

[11
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including Ecuador and Venezuela. In Central America a Federation
was formed in 1821 and declared its independence. The great
domain of Mexico after fighting for freedom since 1810 freed itself
from Spain in 1821. For a few short months it was an empire under
Iturbide, but became a Republic after his abdication, March 19,
1828. In the West Indies, the Blacks in Haiti-San Domingo had
become free early in the century (1804). Even in Cuba the revolu-
tionary spirit was stirring, but was vigorously suppressed by Spain.

As Spain relaxed its grip on its mainland colonies, both Great
Britain and France became deeply interested in the possibility of
taking that country’s place in the Americas. Napoleon’s dream of
colonial empire ended when he sold Louisiana to the United States,
but England sought to build up commerce with the newly revolted
colonies and had designs on the southern part of South America and
in the region of the Caribbean.

ArTiTupE oF THE UNITED STATES

Among our early statesmen, Jefferson and Hamilton had the
clearest vision of the coming freedom of Latin America and the
identity of interests in all the Americas, and Jefferson also saw how
deeply our national interests were involved in the Caribbean. Presi-
dents Madison, Monroe and John Quincy Adams were in full sym-
pathy with his point of view, and Henry Clay, of the younger
generation, became an ardent advocate of the revolting Latin col-
onies, urging upon our government the policy of recognition and
friendly cooperation. Consequently when there came a crisis in the
situation at the close of the Napoleonic wars, our political leaders
comprehended the significance of the occasion and after careful
deliberation formulated the Monroe Doctrine.

The crisis in question was due to the fact that the autocracies
of Europe had formed a so-called Holy Alliance for the purpose of
suppressing revolutionary movements and restoring revolting col-
onies to their legitimate monarchs. The Holy Alliance among other
objects had authorized France to bring into submission the Spanish
colonies, even though the chief of these had been vecognized by the
United States in 1822. The Alliance assumed that England would
offer no objection to this design, but England had no desire to see
Spain resume control over its former colonies with which it had
developed a most profitable irade, nor did it wish to give France an
opporiunity to gain territory in the Americas in return for services
in suppressing revolts. It, therefore, secretly opened up negotiations
with the United States looking towards a common policy in behalf
of the Spanish colonies and against the plans of the Holy Alliance.
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At first the offer seemed good to Monroe and his advisers. It
meant an Anglo-American agreement against European aggressions
and the linking of the Americas with the Mistress of the Seas. But
England was not willing to join the United States in the recognition
of the revolting states, and it became obvious that in the combina-
tion the United States was to play a subordinate part to Great
Britain. Towards the close of the year 1823 both nations had lost
Interest in joint action. England on its part secretly notified France
(October) that it was opposed to the plan for the subjection of the
Spanish colonies, so that France cancelled its agreement with the
Holy Alliance, knowing that no expedition could be sent out against
the wish of the dominant sea power. The United States on its part
also determined to act independently and in eonsequence Monroe in
his message to Congress on December 3rd announced the Monroe
Doctrine.

Tae Moxroe Docrrine

The essential aspects of this policy are well known. It asserts
the principle of a separation of political interests between Europe
and the Americas and that henceforth the Americas are no longer
to be considered open to colonization. From these principles it
follows that the European powers should not be permitted to add to
what possessions they had in 1823, and that in the future the
Americas will determine their own policies and will allow no inter-
ference from Europe in American affairs. In other words, the
United States as the oldest and most important power on this conti-
nent, for its own peace and safety, will see to it that European poli-
tics and territorial expansion find no place for expression on the
western continent. America is to be for Americans, who will work
out their own political systems, determining for themselves their own
policies without asking advice from Furope and, conversely, will
remain politically isolated from European politics.

Our opposition to the designs of the Holy Alliance was rela-
tively insignificant as compared to England’s, but the significance
of the American announcement was readily grasped by the European
powers. KEngland itself was not sympathetic with our assumption
of leadership on this continent and least of all with our declaration
of opposition to Buropean expansion in the Americas. On this side
of the Atlantic, however, the message met with a hearty reception,
both north and south, and in the United States the policy indicated
has remained fundamental throughout the last hundred years. As
President Cleveland said, “It was intended to apply to every stage

in our national life and cannot become obsolete while our Republie
endures. »

- - -
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For the next generation after the promulgation of the Message
Europe had its own internal troubles and paid only spasmodic
attention to the Americas. This neglect strengthened the position
of the United States which also was steadily increasing in wealth
and population. The chief tests of the Doctrine came in connection
with British expansionist movements in Central America and the
Panama region in the forties, and with France when during our
Civil War it sought a foothold in Mexico. The first was settled by
compromise through the Clayton-Bulwer treaty of 1850, supple-
mented by the Dallas-Clarendon treaty of 1856, and the second com-
plication was ended when Napoleon III accepted our urgent invita-
tion to withdraw his French troops from Mexico.

The real strength of the Policy was tested in the decade 1894-
1904 when the Doctrine was made basal for the arbitration of the
British-Venezuela boundary dispute and for the warning given
Germany against its apparent attempt to gain foothold in Venezuela
in 1908. From that time forth it has been clearly understood
throughout the world that the power and public opinion of the
United States are strongly behind the Monroe Doctrine and that no
foreign power can violate its principles except at the risk of war.
In consequence, the Latin states to the south, notwithstanding their
weakness and our inadequate military preparation, have been
guarded by a President’s message as effectively as though they were
protected by a powerful army and navy. How effective this defense
has been may best be seen by contrasting the fate of Africa, fought
over and partitioned among the Powers, or of Asia and more espe-
cially China, humiliated and exploited by the Powers. Had it not
been for the Monroe Doctrine, South and Central America, and
Cuba and Mexico besides, would long since have been the battle
grounds of the nations and strongly fortified bases near our shores
under non-American flags would have compelled the United States
to maintain opposing fortifications against the danger of attack.
TUnder such conditions the United States could not have built and
controlled the Panama Canal as at present. The situation of the
Suez Canal in the midst of international rivalries for supremacy in
the Mediterranean is in marked contrast to the peaceful status of
the Panama Canal, built by American money, defended by American
forces only, and kept free from menace by our domination in the
Caribbean region. As long as the United States retains the Monroe
Policy and is prepared to enforce it against foreign powers eager o
expand their territories at the expense of the Latin states, a par
Americana may be assumed, since, even though a foreign power
should make war against an American state and defeat it, the
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United States would see to it that the terms of victory involved no
surrender of territory or sovereignty to that foreign power. But
what foreign power would care to make war, if the fruits of victory
would never include the accession of additional lands?

It may, however, be said that whatever protection the Monroe
Doctrine has been in the past against European Powers, it has not
protected the Latin states against the aggressions of the United
States itself, and that that is the real danger to their territorial
sovereignty. This situation is in fact a problem distinct from that
of the Monroe Doctrine. The essential point is that the Monroe
Doctrine, primarily for our own sake, aims to keep non-American
powers from gaining foothold on this continent and that object
surelv has been attained. The relations of the American powers
among themselves form a separate problem that logically should be
considered by itself. So far as the United States is concerned, it
involves a consideration (1) of our expansion at the expense of
other American powers, (2) of our Caribbean Sea Policy and (38) of
the problems of Pan-Americanism.

IvpeEriavisTic Expaxsion or THE UNITED STATES

It is unquestionably true that the territorial expansion of the
United States has aroused serious misgivings among our Latin
neighbors. The annexation of Texas in 1845 and the seizure of
territories from Mexico at the close of the war with that country
form the chief basis for charges against us as an imperialistic
nation. But in addition there are the Filibuster attempts against
Central America and Cuba in the fifties, our retention of Puerto
Rico and of a sort of protectorate over Cuba at the close of the
Spanish War, and our obvious attempts to dominate the states of
the Caribbean, including Mexico, throughout the last quarter of a
century. 'The Panama episode, our actions in Santo Domingo,
Haiti, Nicaragua, and in Mexico itself since 1911 are all held
against us as illustrations of an ambition to extend our sovereignty
southwards at the expense of the sovereignty of over half of the
Latin states, and the charge is made that we keep Europe out that
we may the more effectively exltend our sovereignty from the Gulf
ultimately to Cape Horn. The suspicion that we entertain such an
ambition is widely prevalent in Latin America and acts as a bar to
the promotion of closer friendly relations. As far as the events of
the first seventy vears are concerned, down to 1893, the matter is
closed and history must decide on the justice or injustice of our
actions during that period. But beginning with 1894 new situations
developed and these are still part of a series of debatable problems
and make up in general our present Caribbean Sea policy.
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Cazisean SeA Poricy

Cuba. In origin this policy goes back to our deep interest
even in our earliest years in the trade of the West Indies and also to
our interest in the many transfers of sovereignty in that region
brought about by the wars of the 18th century. During the Napo-
leonic wars we were in constant fear lest either powerful France or
England should seize Cuba from decrepit Spain, and this dread was
accentuated when through our purchase of the Floridas as well as of
the mouth of the Mississippi, we became half owners of the shores of
the Gulf of Mexico. Ungquestionably in those days we had a strong
desire that Cuba might come under our own flag as our best safe-
guard against its seizure by France or England. This hope was
especially manifest in the fifties when we sought to purchase the
Island from Spain and were suspected of fomenting filibustering
expeditions against Spain’s sovereignty.

In 1898 when we declared war against Spain because of the
situation in Cuba we feared lest we should be charged with ambitious
designs, so that as a guaranty of good faith Congress adopted a
self-denying resolution known as the Teller Resolution, which reads:

“that the United States hereby disclaims any disposition or intention to
exercise sovereignty, jurisdiction or control over said Island except for
the pacification thereof, and asserts its determination, when that is
accomplished, to leave the government and control of the Island to its
people.”

The Platt Amendment of 1902 specifies the final agreement made
with Cuba, recognizing its independence but reserving a naval base
and the right to interfere so as to insure stability in government.

Our interference in Cuban affairs was based on the theory that
Spanish government in Cuba had become so corrupt and incom-
petent that it made inevitable a chronic condition of insurrection,
so that in consequence the situation in that Island had become an
international nuisance, the abatement of which devolved on us as a
near and powerful neighbor and the chief sufferer. This became a
few vears later President Roosevelt’s theory of “international police
power,” under which by interpretation the United States may
assume & sort of guardianship over neighboring nations and see o
it that they do not become international nuisances. The first appli-
cation of this under Roosevelt had reference to the proposed
Panama Canal.

The Parama Canal. The project for a Canal on the Isthmus
had been under discussion even in the early years of the Spanish
conguests of the 16th century. It was revived through the explora-
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tion of that region by Alexander von Humboldt early in the 19th
century and became a dream of Bolivar’s, who hoped to make
Panama the Corinth of America. In the forties Great Britain
sought to gain foothold in the canal regions of Nicaragua and
Panama and thereby came into competition with the United States,
which had developed a keen interest in that section because of its
recent annexation of Texas and its conquest of California. Friction
developed so rapidly that it resulted finally in the compromise of
1850, in which the two countries pooled their canal interests on a
fifty-fifty basis—an excellent solution of the conflicting interests
involved, but one that seemed to be in violation of the principles of
the Monroe Doctrine. In 1879 a French corporation started opera-
tions for the building of a canal but became bankrupt ten years
later through mismanagement, though it was able to extend its con-
cession from Colombia to the year 1904. Meanwhile the United
States had been slowly reaching the conviction that any canal should
be “an American canal built with American money” and the results
of the Spanish War made this conviction definite. Before this
could be done, however, it was necessary to persuade England to
waive its rights under the Clayton-Bulwer treaty of 1850 and this
was effected through the skillful diplomacy of John Hay in the Hay-
Pauncefote treaty of 1800-1901.

The Panama Revolt. Meanwhile French rights in the Panama
concession Pad been bought out and negotiations opened with Co-
lombia for its extension and enlargement. With this state we could
not come to terms owing to limitations in its constitution, but
queerly enough a revolution broke out in Panama just at that time,
whose revolutionary govermment we promptly recognized, refusing
to allow Colombia the privilege of trying to suppress the revolution,
and within a comparatively short period we had negotiated with the
new state our Canal Zone Treaty. Roosevelt in his justification of
this policy, asserted that Colombia was standing in the way of world
interests and hence had become a sort of international nuisance,
thereby forfeiting its rights. In other words, it got in the way of
the steam roller and had to be pushed aside. In 1922, however, the
United States in recognition of its obligations in the matter appro-
priated the sum of 25 millions of dollars in compensation for Colom-
bia’s wounded pride and territorial losses, and since that state
accepted the treaty based on this offer the incident officially
1s closed.

Santo Domingo and Haifi. In continuation of the same gen-
eral policy, President Roosevelt in 1905 submitted a treaty with
Santo Domingo under the terms of which the United States would
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act as receiver for that nation, taking charge of its receipts and
paying its debts from these, so as to keep it free from foreign com-
plications. The Senate refused sanction to this treaty but the
President put it into effect on his own responsibility and two years
later the Senate acquiesced in the situation by ratifying a treaty.
In 1916 marines were landed on the Island so as to maintain order
and on November 29th Rear Admiral Knapp declared the country
temporarily under military rule. The Harding-Coolidge adminis-
tration has modified this policy, so that once more native civil
authorities are in charge, July 12, 1924, and the marines are to be
gradually withdrawn from the Island. A United States Receiver
General of Dominican Customs is still in charge and the national
debt of that country is rapidly being reduced.

In Haiti a similar situation arose when Admiral Caperton
landed marines on July 29, 1915, this being followed by the organi-
ation of a military government under naval authority, designed not
to supersede but to cooperate with the civil authorities. Naturally
native civil authority was minimized under the circumstances, so
that for all practical purposes Haiti, like Santo Domingo, was
under the control of armed forces. Under the newer policy of the
present administration the marines are slowly being withdrawn
from Haiti also and the civil government is functioning more vigor-
ously under the general supervision of the American Receiver Gen-
eral of Customs. )

Central America. Without going into detail a somewhat sim-
ilar policy is in effect In respect to Central America. Nicaragua
especially has received attention because of its possession of a
future canal site. In 1912 marines were landed in that country and
are still maintained there so as to keep order, and this was followed
by the Bryan treaty securing to the United States the right to build
a canal and a lease of certain islands and Fonseca Bay for a naval
base. This treaty aroused much indignation in Central America,
especially in Costa Rica and El Salvador and Honduras. The
claims of these states were brought before the Central American
Court of Justice and endorsed by decision, but both Nicaragua and
the United Siates refused to abide by the decision and this action
virtually put an end to the Court’s authority.

In general, our mewer attitude towards Central America since
the Great War is that its several states must furn from revolutions
and settle down to a strict compliance with constitutional forms.
‘We recognize no President who attains the office by unconstitutional
methods and strongly discourage despotic methods of government
or useless wars beiween the several states. To this end a Central
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American Conference was held at Washington in 1923 designed to
harmonize the states in general policy. Its conclusions in the form
of a general treaty of peace and amity, supplemented by eleven con-
ventions providing for the reestablishment of the General Court and
for the limitation of armaments, have already been ratified by
Guatemala and Nicaragua, and if finally adopted by all should
result in the slow elimination of discord and the substitution of dis-
cussion and arbitration for perennial revolutions and petty wars.

Mexico. In harmony with the same general policy, the some-
what harsh terms of Secretary Hughes’ earlier demands on Mexico
as a prerequisite for recognition were later modified in such way that
Mexico could accept them without loss of face. In consequence full
diplomatic relations have been resumed, claims for damages are
being settled through a Commission, and formal expressions of good
will have been exchanged. When the Huerta rebellion broke out,
the United States showed its good will to Mexico by selling military
supplies to the government and forbidding the exportation of such
to the insurgents, a procedure also followed lately in the case
of Cuba.

In this development of affairs in the Caribbean, it has become
obvious that the United States is definitely committed to the policy
(1) of allowing no rival nation to get a military foothold in that
region, and (2) of demanding that the states within the Caribbean
maintain constitutional forms of government, fulfill their interna-
tional obligations, and enter upon policies of economic cooperation
and political amity. Repealedly in late years our Presidents and
Secretaries of State have affirmed that the United States has no
designs against the territories or sovereignty of the Caribbean
states and that it will gladly withdraw from its self-imposed man-
dates, whenever the peoples of subordinated states show definitely
their capacity to maintain stable and peaceful governments. The
“big stick” and the use of international police power are intended
only for “international nuisances” and complete sovereignty awaits
them when they cease to be nuisances and perform their obligations.
The aim of the United States therefore is not to use its power for
conquest and annexation, but rather as a means fo emphasize its
determination to insist on constructive policies on the part of the
Caribbean states. Yet implicit in our policy is also the determina-
tion that within the region of the Caribbean peace and safety for all
can best be assured by the leadership of the United States in ward-
ing off any attemptls of foreign powers o gain new or added foot-
hold in that region.
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Pan-AMERICANISM

In late years Pan-Americanism has had a remarkable develop-
ment. The enthusiasm a hundred years ago for a close and lasting
fraternalism among all American states weakened at the failure of
Bolivar’s Panama Congress in 1826 and disappeared entirely in the
forties and fifties owing to our attitude towards Mexico, Cuba and
Central America. After the Civil War there came a slight revival
of interest in a closer relationship among the states of the Americas
and this was brought into a formal existence by the organization of
what we now call the Pan-American Union, through the agreements
of the First Pan-American Congress of 1889. Since that time other
congresses have been held at Mexico, Rio Janeiro, Buenos Aires and
Santiago (1923) and the next Congress is to be held at Habana
within the next five years. These congresses in themselves are im-
portant since they unitedly form an American League of Nations,
for the purpose of joint discussion over common problems and for
the formulation of common policies such as that of arbjtration, as
illustrated recently by the reference to the President of the United
States of the controversy between Peru and Chile over the Tacna-
Arica question. The real importance of these gatherings, however,
lies in the fact that, through their authorization and the adminis-
trative help of the Pan-American Union, the 21 states of the
Americas have developed numerous agencies and specialized con-
gresses authorized to carry on matters of general and particular
importance. These to a large extent seek to work out common eco-
nomie and juridical problems, but in late years they increasingly
devote themselves to the problems of science, health, and education
and seek to bring together socially the peoples of the several nations.
Social welfare is the latest addition to the long list of subjects
emphasized, thereby bringing into cooperaiion those interested in
such movements as child welfare, the Red Cross, and feminist and
labor movements. All this implies that the Americas in finding so
many poinis of common interest tend to neglect their differences and
to come to an appreciation of one another’s attitudes of mind. It
is the most hopeful indication of the dream of a hundred years ago,
that all Americans, north or south, should realize how closely they
are united in interests. As states eager to maintain on the western
continent the principles of an American system based on republican
forms of government, all should unite fraternally in support of the
principle that on this continent the nations plan to live at peace
with their neighbors, recognizing one another’s equal sovereignty,
and stressing the thought of mutual helpfulness in time of need.
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In pursuance of our desire for Pan-American unity many of
our leading statesmen have visited and spoken in Latin America, or
in public addresses in this country have sought to strengthen
friendly relations. The addresses of Presidents Roosevelt and
Wilson especially, and Secretaries Root, Knox, Bryan and Hughes,
met with marked favor and did much to strengthen fraternal rela-
tions. The friendly visit of our fleet under Admiral Caperton to
South American ports in 1917 added to the growing friendliness to
the United States, and the Naval Mission recently sent to Brazil
under Admiral Vogelgesang, though at first it aroused apprehension
on the part of Argentina, is now being estimated correctly as a
friendly act for Brazil without any thought of hostility against
other states. B

Not the least of the many influences that make for friendly
relations is the strong interest taken in spreading the study of
Spanish in the schools and universities of the United States, and in
the encouragement given to the use of English and the coming of
Latin American students to our American schools. Education and
leadership in those countries are closely associated, so that more
cordial relations in the future are bound to come, as a younger gen-
eration, largely trained in the United States, takes the leadership in
the nations to the south. All in all the Pan-American movement is
under full headway and seems likely to have a profound influence on
the destinies of the Americas in future years.

Tur Lracue or NaTioxs

A perplexing problem arises from the fact that the Latin states
are members of the League of Nations and rejoice in the added dig-
nity and prestige they enjoy through their participation in world
politics. Most of these states entered the League on the supposition
that they were following the lead of the United States, but some
may have joined the League as a possible defense against the United
States should it prove aggressive and imperialistic.

There surely is danger that Latin American problems may be
brought before the League for action, for obviously the affairs of
member states must receive the attention of the League irrespective
of the objections of a non-member state—the United States, with
its special policies in the Caribbean and the Americas. "This possi-
bility is an additional reason why the United States in its dealings
with its neighbors should deal fairly and intelligently with them.
The Golden Rule is still our policy and the Latin states with their
Political idealism respond readily to its principles. If our policies
are just and generous it is not Tikely that friction will arise between
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us and the League in respect to the Latin states; if on the contrary
we do become imperialistic and threaten their liberties, it may be
well that there is a League of Nations to champion the cause of the
weak agalnst the strong.

In conclusion, therefore, it is obvious that American citizens
should clearly grasp the inner significance of the Monroe Doctrine
and its related policy—Pan-Americanism, They should also see
and appreciate the present reasons for a special policy in the Carib-
bean, realizing, however, that in a sense it is transient and may cease
to have importance, if ever the time comes when the states of the
Caribbean become self-respecting nations, fulfilling their obligations
and following constructive policies.

As things are in world politics at the present time it is vitally
important that the dream of American unity a hundred years ago
should become the plan and policy of Pan-America. This hemi-
sphere is a continent of republics, forming an American system to
be held together by common interests and united wisdom; but it is
also part of a world of conflicting interests, and in the discussion of
these there should be a united front on the part of all the Americas.

It has been my experience that carelessness in dress
and bearing are usually accompanied by loose per-
formance of duty. Without doubt smaritness has a
direct influence upon the morale of an army. The
lessons of the war in this regard seem to have been
largely overlooked by all ranks. It goes without say-
ing that if we are to hold the National Guard and the
Reserves up to the highest standards it is very essen-
tial that both officers and men of the Regular Army
shou’d set a fine example, but this can be assured only
through the most persistent efforts, both by example
and precept, on the part of officers in high command.

~—General Pershing.

T T e T T e T T T T T L L L L




The Infantry Division

By Masor C. F. McKixxgy, Infantry

HE following brief description of the organization, movement,

deployment and supply of an infantry division is written for the
benefit of those who have not had the opportunity to make a more
detailed study of those points with the hope that it will help to make
them more familiar with our basic large combat unit. Some knowl-
edge of it is certainly necessary to all officers of every arm of the
service.

The infantry division is the basic unit of organization and the
basic large combat unit. It is the smallest body of troops whose
normal organization provides for all arms, except cavalry. It is
self-contained and self-sustaining and is capable of indepen-
dent action.

Theoretically, the size and composition of the division is dic-
tated by its prospective use against a first-class power in so-called
open warfare; that is, in a warfare where the time spent in marching
and maneuver is considerably greater than the time spent in actual
conflict with the enemy. With such use in mind, the division may be
defined as the largest body of troops composed of infantry, aug-
mented by a suitable proportion of artillery and other essential aux-
iliary arms, that can meet the two following principal basic require-
ments. The first requirement is that it must be susceptible of being
readily and efficiently controlled by one man. The second require-
ment is that when the division is in march column on one road, its
combat elements must be able to close up on the head of the column
for camp or billet in a day’s march, while the field trains must be
able to join their proper organizations at the end of the day’s march;
or the combat elements of the division, if in march column on a
single road, must be able to deploy for action on the same day.

Naturally tactical considerations are important in arriving at
the organization of any combat unit. Assuming a proper combat
organization of each arm of the service, the division must be the
grouping of combat units into an efficient combat organization com-
pos.ed of all arms. From a tactical viewpoint the infantry is the
basic arm about which all other arms should be grouped. The other

arws should be so combined with the infantry in such quantity, and
f131
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THE INFANTRY DIVISION 15

50 harmonized with its tactical organization, that they will render
it valuable assistance without impairing its efficiency.

Tactically the infantry brigade of two regiments is best suited
to the use of our Army. So the division results from a consideration
of the number of infantry brigades that can be efficiently employed
under one command, and the addition of the necessary auxiliary
arms. Military opinion varies as to the proper number of infantry
brigades for a division. Some say there should be one (of three
regiments), others, two and still others, three. This brings up the
relative efficiency of the odd and even system of organization. These
systems are generally known as the triangular and square systems,
respectively. In general, the triangular system lends itself most
readily to enveloping operations and the square system to pene-
trations.

From a tactical standpoint the functions of the division in an
offensive are enveloping attacks (when acting independently) and
penetrations.

It is considered that the usual operations of a division will be
as a part of a larger force. Under such conditions little or no
maneuvering is practicable for the division as a whole as it generally
operates within a prescribed zone of action and its tactical function
will be penetration. But within the division the infantry regiments
and smaller units conduct operations by greatest possible use of
maneuver such as local flanking operations. In addition the attack
is based on a deep advance, in conjunction with adjacent divisions,
which means that there must be continuity of attack, constant pres-
sure being maintained by fresh impulses from the rear until the
penetration is accomplished.

The above briefly stated general and tactical considerations,
with those of mobility, maneuverability and facility of deployment,
have brought about the present organization of the infantry
division. '

The War Department has adopted the square system, ie., two
infantry brigades of two regiments each as a basis for divisional
organization. 'The infaniry regiments, battalions and companies,
however, are organized under the triangular system.

The infantry division comprises in its organization the essential
combatant and administrative branches alf in proper proportion
and so organized as to make the division tactically and administra-
tively a self-sustaining unit.

Iis composition is shown in Fig. 1. Note that the field artillery
brigade lends itself to the support of the infantry division of iwo
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brigades, i.e., one regiment of artillery can support each infantry
brigade which allows one battalion of artillery for the support of
each infantry regiment.

The data given in this section is intended to emphasize to the
reader the size of a division of twenty thousand men, in order to
show the importance of properly considering questions of logistics,
such as the time taken to deploy, the road spaces of marching
troops, the dlﬁicultles of supply, ete.

The road space occupied by the infantry division in one colurn
is approximately 28 miles, of which the troops and their combat
trains may be taken as 18 miles and the field and service trains as
10 miles. When marching in the presence of the enemy, requiring
an advance guard formation, more road space than 28 miles will be
needed because of the formation and distances. For example, com-

bat troops alone may require approximately 16 miles of road space,
as follows:

Advance guard point and support, one infantry battalion, with

platoon of howitzer company and appropriate distances ... 1.0 mile
Distance to reserve

.5 mile
Advance guard reserve, remainder of infaniry regiment, one
battalion of field artille